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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last 
Office action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn. The 
examiner agreed with some of the arguments stated by the applicant; however, a new 
office action rejection is presented in view of new grounds of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-4, 12-16, 20-23, 26-27 and 33-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Stevens (Stevens, Robert David; GB Pub. No.: 2,336,975 
A) in view of (MPEP 21 44.03). 

Regarding claims 1, 12, 13, 20, 26, 27, 33 and 34, Stevens teaches of a method 
(page 2, line 13-16), device (figure 1, items 10a-d), wireless transmitter (figure 1, page 
1, lines 10-14;where radio systems include wireless transmitters), processor and 
controller (page 12, lines 28-31 ; where TETRA radio systems comprise both processor 
and controllers to perform radio communications) and a computer-readable medium 
carrying instructions (pages 11 and 12, lines 34-37 and 1-14) comprising: transmitting 
and receiving a request for access to a broadcast link in a point-to-multipoint 
communication system (columns 1 , 5 and 6, lines 24-26, 37 and 7, respectively); 
transmitting audio with the access request (columns 3 and 4 lines 31-35 and 5-10 where 
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even if resources are not available the access request and voice message are sent by a 
user of the group). 

Stevens does not teach of terminating the audio transmission in the event the 
access request is denied. 

However, Examiner takes "Official Notice" of Steven's admission where is well 
known in the art of terminating the audio transmission in the event the access request is 
denied (pages 3 and 4, lines 36-37 and 1-3, respectively). 

It would have been obvious to a one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use combine Steven's method of sending an access request and 
voice message with the prior art where a call is terminated if resources are not 
available, in order to save storage capacity in the system. . 

Regarding claims 2, 14 and 21, Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 teaches all the 
limitations of claims 1,12 and 20. Stevens further teaches where transmitting audio 
includes transmitting the audio immediately following transmission of the access request 
(pages 3, 4, 5 and 6; lines 25-35, 5-10, 37 and 1-12, respectively; where the access 
request and message are sent almost simultaneously; e.g., in push-to talk systems, the 
user presses the button and starts talking immediately after). 

Regarding claims 3, 15 and 22, Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 teaches all the 
limitations of claims 1,12 and 20. Stevens further teaches where transmitting audio 
includes transmitting the audio before receiving an acknowledgement that the access 
request is granted (pages 5 and 6; lines 37 and 1-12, respectively; where a grant for 
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access, acknowledgement, is not received by the sending unit for those units whose 
resources are "unavailable",). 

Regarding claims 4, 16 and 23, Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 teaches all the 
limitations of claims 1,12 and 20. Stevens further teaches where transmitting audio 
includes transmitting the audio without receiving an acknowledgement that the access 
request is granted (pages 5 and 6; lines 37 and 1-12, respectively; where a grant for 
access, acknowledgement, is not received by the sending unit for those units whose 
resources are "unavailable"). 

Regarding claims 9 and 18, Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 teaches all the 
limitations of claims 1 and 12. Stevens prior art admission according to MPEP further 
teaches of receiving the denial of the access request from a wireless communication 
device in the system via a wireless base station (pages 3 and 4, lines 36-37 and 1-3, 
respectively; where the BS sends a wireless radio message to the MS). 

Regarding claims 8 and 25, Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 teaches all the 
limitations of claims 1 and 20. Stevens further teaches transmitting the audio to the 
broadcast link via wireless network equipment (figure 1 , where radio communication 
systems transmit data wirelessly). 

Regarding claim 28, Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 teaches all the limitations 
of claim 26. Stevens further teaches where the processor directs transmission of an 
indication that the access request is granted or denied (page 12, lines 28-31 ; where 
TETRA radio systems comprise both processor and controllers to perform allocation of 
channels; thus, access and denial of resources). 
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Regarding claim 29, Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 teaches all the limitations 
of claim 26. Stevens further teaches where the transmitter transmits an indication that 
the access request is granted or denied (page 12, lines 28-31; where 
acknowledgements or non-acknowledgements are the indication of access or denial of 
resources). 

Regarding claim 32, Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 teaches all the limitations 
of claim 26. Stevens further teaches where the processor resides within a network 
server in a wide area network associated with network equipment in the point-to- 
multipoint communication system (where figure 1 represents a WAN). 
4. Claims 5-11, 17-19, 24-25 and 28-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 as applied to claims 1,12, 
13, 20, 26, 27, 33 and 34 above, and further in view of Lynk (Lynk, Charles N.; EP 
Application No.: 3,321,672). 

Regarding claims 5, 17, 24 and 30, Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 teaches all 
the limitations of claims 1,12 and 20. 

Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 does not specifically teach where at least a 
portion of the audio transmission serves as the access request 

In related art concerning a transmission trunked radio system with voice buffering 
and off-line dialing, Lynk teaches where at least a portion of the audio transmission 
serves as the access request (column 7, lines 5-8; where a portion of the audio 
transmission as served as access request). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Stevens in view of MPEP 2144 combination with Lynk's 
portion of the audio transmission serving as the access request in order to reduce the 
duration of delay, as taught by Lynk. 

Regarding claim 6, Stevens in view of MPEP 2144 teaches all the limitations of 

claim 1. 

Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 does not specifically teach of receiving an 
acknowledgement that the access request is granted during transmission of the audio 
In related art, Lynk teaches comprising receiving an acknowledgement that the 
access request is granted during transmission of the audio (column 5, lines 41-44). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Stevens in view of MPEP 2144 combination with Lynk's 
receiving an acknowledgement that the access request is granted during transmission 
of the audio in order to speed up the process, as taught by Lynk. 

Regarding claim 7, Lynk and Stevens teach all the limitations of claim 1. 

Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 does not specifically teach of receiving the 
denial of the access request from an arbitration controller. 

In related art, Lynk teaches of receiving the denial of the access request from an 
arbitration controller (column 7, lines 47-54). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Stevens in view of MPEP 2144 combination with Lynk's 
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arbitration controller in order to control the traffic in the system as it is done in push-to- 
talk systems. 

Regarding claims 10 and 19, Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 teaches all the 
limitations of claims 1 and 12. 

Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 does not specifically teach of generating the 
denial of the access request within a wireless communication device that presently has 
access to the broadcast link 

In related art, Lynk further teaches of generating the denial of the access request 
within a wireless communication device that presently has access to the broadcast link 
(column 7, lines 49-52). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Stevens in view of MPEP 2144 combination with Lynk's 
denial of the access request within a wireless communication device in order to 
decentralize the control of the system. 

Regarding claims 1 1 and 31 , Stevens in view of MPEP 21 44.03 teaches all the 
limitations of claims 1 and 26. 

Stevens in view of MPEP 2144.03 does not specifically teach of transmitting the 
access request in response to actuation of a push-to-talk input medium associated with 
a wireless communication device 

In related art, Lynk teaches of transmitting the access request in response to 
actuation of a push-to-talk input medium associated with a wireless communication 
device (column 5, lines 20-24). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Stevens in view of MPEP 2144 combination with Lynk's 
push-to-talk input medium in order to proceed as it is done ordinarily in push-to-talk 
systems. 



< 
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Conclusion 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Angelica Perez whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7885. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:00 a.m. - 3:30 p.m., Monday - 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nay Maung can be reached on (571) 272-7882. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 571-273-8300 for 
regular communications and for After Final communications. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either the PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through the Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the pair system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have 
questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). Information regarding Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system can be found at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the TC 2600's customer service number is 703-306- 
0377. 
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